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Decl arati on
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Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent revises the Record of Decision (ROD) signed on June 22, 1993, for the Rentokil, Inc.
Site (Site), in Henrico County, Virginia. The revised remedy was chosen in accordance with the requirenents
of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980,

as anended (CERCLA), 42 U S.C. 8§ 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous
Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C F.R Part 300. This decision docunment explains the factual
and legal basis for revising the renedy for this Site. The informati on supporting this renedial action
decision is contained in the Admnistrative Record for this Site.

The Virginia Departnent of Environmental Quality concurs with the anmended renedy.
Assessnent of the Site

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 4Z U.S C. 89606
that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contamnants fromthis Site, if not
addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an i mm nent
and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

This ROD Arendnent revises the renedy previously selected by deleting the requirement for treatment of "hot
spots" at the Site. This RCD Anendment will be the final Record of Decision for the Site. The principal
threats associated with the "hot spots" are contamni nated soils containing hazardous substances.

The anended renedy includes the foll ow ng naj or conponents:

(1) Denolition of Existing Structures

(2) Renoval of Unlined Pond

(3) Drumdisposal

(4) Soil Consolidation Prior to Capping

(5) Construction of Multilayer Cap, Slurry Wall, and Dewatering System
(6) Sedinment Excavation and D sposal

(7) Institutional Controls

(8) Gound Water Monitoring

Decl aration of Statutory Deterninations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)
technol ogi es to the nmaxi num extent practicable, and it satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that
enpl oy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volume as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above heal th-based | evels, a review
will be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues
to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment. Such reviews will be conducted every
five years thereafter until EPA determines that the cleanup levels set forth in this ROD have been achi eved,
or that the hazardous substances remaining at the Site do not prevent unlimted use and unrestricted exposure
at the Site.

<I MG SRC 0396235> <I MG SRC 0396235A>
Thomas C. Vol taggi o Dat e
Director, Hazardous Waste Managenent
Region |11



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
A | NTRCDUCTI ON

The Rentokil Inc. Site (the Site) is |located at 3000 Peyton Street at the intersection of Peyton Street
and Ackl ey Avenue in Henrico County, near Richnond, Virginia (see Figure 1 - Regional Location Map). The
Site is a former wood treatnment facility which ceased operating in January 1990. The |and i mediately
surrounding the Site is nostly open space/ woodl ands. Nearby devel opnent is conprised of light industrial,
commercial, and low density residential. The Site and surrounding |land are presently zoned for |ight and
general industry. For nore information on the Site name, Site location, Site description, Site history,
enforcenent activities, and community participation activities conducted prior to June 1993 refer to Sections
A through C of the Record of Decision issued on June 22, 1993.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the | ead agency for response activities at the Site.
The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ is the support agency for this response action.

On January 8, 1993, EPA rel eased the original Proposed Plan for the Site, requesting public coment on
the alternatives identified at that time to renediate contamnation at the Site, as well as the EPA preferred
alternative. Based on comments received, EPA, in consultation with VDEQ selected the renedy to
clean up the Site on June 22, 1993 in the Record of Decision ("ROD'). The ROD describes the remedial action
to be taken to address contam nation at the Site. A description of the major conponents of the renedy is
provided in Section C, bel ow

The requirenent for treatnment of hot spots has been del eted because ground water nodeling denonstrates
that, followi ng construction of the cap and slurry wall and operation of the dewatering system contam nants
inthe soil will be effectively imobilized and will not nove away fromthe Site in the groundwater. Thus,
treatment of hot spots is unnecessary.

B. Community Participation and Information Availability

The Proposed Pl an describing the amended remedy was rel eased to the public for commrent on May 4, 1996.
The Proposed Plan was nade avail able to the community in the information repositories naintained at the EPA
Docket Roomin Region Il and at the Henrico County Minicipal Reference and Law Library. The notice of
avail ability was published in the R chnond Tines on May 4, 1996. In addition, a public neeting was held on
May 14, 1996 in the Board of Supervisors Board Roomat the Henrico County Covernment Conpl ex, Parham Road at
Hungary Spring Road. At this neeting, representatives fromEPA and the VDEQ answered questi ons about
conditions at the Site and the anended renedial alternative preferred by EPA.  The public conment period on
tke Proposed Plan was held from May 4, 1996 to June 4, 1996. A response to the
comrents received during this period is included in the Responsiveness Sunmary, which is part of this ROD
Amendnent. These activities were undertaken by EPA as part of its public participation responsibilities under
Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
and Section 300.435(c) (2) (ii) of the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Pl an
(NCP).

<I M5 SRC 0396235B>

The Administrative Record for this Site is maintained at the follow ng information repositories:

Henri co County Muni ci pal U S. EPA Docket Room

Ref erence and Law Library Ms. Anna Butch (3HWL4)
County Governnent Conpl ex Region |11

Par ham Road at Hungary Spring Road 841 Chestnut Building
Ri chnond, VA 23228 Phi | adel phia, PA 19107
Phone #: 804 672-4780 Phone #: 215 566- 3157

The Administrative Record includes all documents upon which the selection of the amended response action
is based. |In accordance with Section 300.825(a) (2) of the NCP, his ROD Anendnent will becone part of the
Adm ni strative Record.

C SUMVARY OF ORI G NAL REMEDY

The remedy selected in the June 1993 ROD contained the foll ow ng maj or conponents:



(1) Denolition of Existing Structures

(2) Renoval of Unlined Pond

(3) Excavation and onsite treatment of "hot spots"

(4) Drumdi sposal

(5) Soil Consolidation Prior to Capping

(6) Construction of a Multilayer Cap, Slurry Wall, and Dewatering System

(7) Sediment Excavation and D sposal

(8) Institutional Controls to prevent residential use of the Site and use of the ground water.

(9) Gound water nonitoring

D. RATI ONALE FOR CHANG NG REMEDY SELECTED I'N 1993 ROD

As part of the renedial design, Rentokil, Inc. performed a Val ue Engineering analysis to evaluate the
cost-effectiveness of the design. Gound water nodeling was performed as part of this analysis to eval uate
t he novenent of the existing pentachl orophenol contam nated ground water plume. This nodeling
denmonstrated that, followi ng construction of the containment systemcap and slurry wall-and operati on of the
dewat ering system contaminants in the soil will be effectively immobilized and will not nove away fromthe
containnent area in the ground water. EPA has reviewed the ground water nodeling and agrees
with its concl usions.

Because the Site is underlain with a tight bedrock, keying the slurry wall into the bedrock near the
perineter of the Site will forma |low pernmeability barrier. Construction of a RCRA Subtitle C cap over the
area of the forner wood treatment facility will effectively prevent precipitation from permeating
through the soil. Finally, operation of the dewatering systemw || renove whatever ground water is present
under the cap.

Once all of the presently existing ground water is renoved, the dewatering systemwll forman inward
gradi ent of ground water into the containnent area. Thus, contaminants in the ground water will be prevented
fromdispersing away fromthe containnent area. At the tine EPA issued the ROD, EPA required
treatnment of soils in areas where the highest |evels of contanmination were expected. The findings fromthe
ground wat er nodel i ng have denonstrated, however, that the containment system designed for this Site would
effectively prevent mgration of the existing contam nation under the forner wood treating area and
that treatment of the "hot spots" is not warranted. As a result, EPA has eval uated and agreed to change the
cleanup plan for the Site, removing the requirement for treatment of "hot spots" prior to construction of the
cap and slurry wall.

E. DESCRI PTI ON OF REVI SED REMEDY

The proposed anmended renedy contains the follow ng major conponents (all of which were part of the
originally selected renedy):

(1) Denolition of Existing Structures: Existing structures at
the Site will be denolished, decontam nated, and transported
offsite for disposal.

(2) Renoval of Unlined Pond: Surface water in the unlined pond
will be renoved, treated to safe |levels through onsite
carbon adsorption, and discharged to North Run Creek.
Approxi mately 70 cubic yards of KOOl waste will be excavated
and transported offsite to be incinerated (onsite
dechl orination of waste will be perforned if required prior
to offsite incineration). The unlined pond will then be
closed in accordance with Virginia Hazardous \Waste
Managenent Regul ations (VHWR).



(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

evaluation criteria,

categorized into three groups:
nodi fying criteria.

Drum di sposal :  Any drunms excavated fromthe Fill Area will
be di sposed offsite.

Soil Consolidation Prior to Capping: Site surface soils (0-
2 feet in depth) which lie outside the area to be capped and
exceed Site-specific cleanup |levels (approximtely 7,200
cubic yards) will be excavated and placed in the area of the
Site to be capped (generally, these soils occur in Wtlands
A B, and Q.

Soils in Wetlands A, B, and Cw Il require dewatering prior
to excavation. Water fromthis process will be treated in
the onsite water treatnent system (di scussed below) prior to
di scharge to North Run Creek. Excavated wetlands will be
revegetated with appropriate plant species as approved by EPA

Mil tilayer Cap, Slurry Wall, and Dewatering System
Construction: A nultilayer RCRA Subtitle Ccap will be
constructed over approxinately ten acres of the Site where
contamnation in the surface soil exceeds the Site-specific
cleanup levels. The cap will extend into the wetlands to
the extent possible. Wtlands |ost due to capping will be
replaced. A slurry wall will be constructed around the
perinmeter of the cap to ensure the contanmination is
adequately contained. A dewatering systemwll be
constructed inside of cap/slurrywall to keep groundwater
within the slurry wall frombuilding up and creating
pressure on the slurry wall and to treat any DNAPL
collected. Water fromthe systemw |l be treated onsite by
carbon adsorption and, if necessary, precipitation of
metals. Treated ground water will be discharged to North
Run Creek. The water will be treated to |levels that neet
the substantive requirenents of a Virginia Pollution

Di scharge Eli m nation System (VPDES) permt.

Sedi nent Excavation and Disposal: Sedinments in the oxbow of
North Run Creek north of the Site will be excavated and

di sposed in the area onsite to be capped. Sedinents in

Tall ey's Pond and sedi nents previously dredged by the owner
ofthe Pond will be sanpled. Sedinents in or previously
dredged from Tall ey's Pond which exceed the Site-specific
cleanup goals will be excavated, treated onsite by Low
Tenperature Thernal Desorption (LTTD), and di sposed offsite.

Institutional Controls: Deed restrictions will be required
to prohibit residential devel opnent of the Site and/or use
of the ground water.

Ground Water Mnitoring: Long-termground water nonitoring

will be performed for at |east 30 years.

EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The foll owi ng summary di scusses the performance of the proposed cleanup plan in terns of the nine
noting how it conpares to the originally selected renedy.
the issue of howtreating or not treating the "hot spots" prior to capping affects the overall
the cleanup plan since this is the only change proposed to the renedy for the Site.
threshold criteria, prinmary balancing criteria, and
The criteria associated with each category are as fol |l ows:

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

This summary focuses only on
per f or mance of
The nine criteria can be



Overall protection of human health and the environnent

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs)
PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

Long-term ef f ecti veness

Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through
t reat ment

Short-term effectiveness
I npl ementability
Cost

M2DI FYI NG CRI TERI A
Communi ty accept ance
Stat e accept ance

These evaluation criteria relate directly to the requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA 42 U S.C. § 9621
which are used to determine the overall feasibility and acceptability of the renedy. Threshold criteria nust
be satisfied in order for a renedy to be eligible for selection. Prinary balancing criteria
are used to weigh major trade-offs between renedi es. Support agency and community acceptance are nodifying
criteria which are taken into account after public comment is received on the Proposed Pl an

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Both the original and the revised cl eanup plan provide overall protection of human health and the
environnent. Under both plans, the area of contam nated soil will be covered with a RCRA Subtitle C cap,
thereby elimnating any direct contact with the soil. Both plans are also effective in protecting further
mgration of contam nation to the groundwater

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The key ARARs associated with contaminated soil at the Site are the RCRA Land D sposal Restrictions, 40
CF.R Part 268, that linit the type and concentrati on of hazardous wastes that can be |and di sposed. These
requirenents are applicabl e when hazardous wastes regul ated under RCRA are present at a Site and are being
placed in a land disposal unit or facility. Virginia also has simlar |and disposal restrictions under its
hazar dous waste managenent regul ations. Al though the Site soils contain hazardous wastes regul ated under
RCRA (i.e. F032, F034, and FO035 listed wastes which are drippage fromwood treatnment processes which utilize
PCP, creosote, or arsenic solutions, respectively), RCRA Land D sposal Restrictions for these F wastes have
not yet been promul gated. The original cleanup plan, including the
provi sion of consolidating the wetland soil under the cap, conplied with all ARARs, including the RCRA | and
Di sposal Restrictions and the Virginia requirenents. The RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions and equival ent
state regul ations would not apply since soils fromthe "hot spots"” would not be excavated and
treated under the revised cl eanup plan

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

The original cleanup plan provided a higher degree of |ong-termeffectiveness and permanence than the
revi sed remedy because the highest levels of contamination in the soil would have been elininated through
treatnment. However, the ground water nodeling denmonstrates that, because the hydrogeol ogy of the area limts
m gration of contam nated ground water, the cap and slurry wall system in conjunction with the dewatering
system wll effectively prevent further migration of contam nated ground water at the Site because an inward
gradient of ground water into the Site will be created. Therefore, the revised cleanup plan is considered
equal | y protective over the long termas the original plan. Both alternatives include treatnent of the
ground water recovered by the dewatering systemwthin the cap and slurry wall and institutional controls
prohi biting use of ground water and residential development at the Site. In addition, because high | evels of
contam nation in the soil remain and there have been di scussi ons concerni ng non-residential devel opment of



the Site after construction of the renedy is conplete, design and construction of the cap will take into
account future devel opment of the Site so that the cap will not be disrupted after construction is conpleted.
Institutional controls will be inplenented to ensure that the integrity of the cap is naintained. These
requirenents ensure the long-termeffectiveness and pernanence of the sel ected renedy.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

The revi sed cl eanup plan woul d have fewer short-terminpacts than the original plan because the revised
plan would take less tine to inplenent and will not create disruptions associated with
soil treatment (e.g. truck traffic, dust associated with excavation, staging of the soil prior to and after
treatment, and the noise and eni ssions associated with the treatment systemitself).

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treat nent

The original cleanup plan would reduce the toxicity and volune (though not mobility) of Site
contam nants through treatnent to a greater extent than the revised plan because the highest I evels of soi
contam nati on woul d have been treated and renoved using | ow tenperature thernal desorption. This added
reduction woul d not, however, increase the overall effectiveness because, as discussed previously, the ground
wat er nodel i ng shows nobility of contaminants in the ground water away fromthe Site woul d be the sanme under
either action.

I npl erentability

Overall, both the original cleanup plan and the revised plan can be readily inplenented, however, the
revised plan is easier to inplement because on-site treatnment of soils is not required. Regarding the
original cleanup plan, bench-scale treatability testing conducted during the pre-design phase has shown that
| ow tenperature thernal desorption can neet the heal th-based cleanup |l evels for organics set forth in the
ROD. If treatnment standards for F032, F034, and FO035 |isted wastes are pronulgated prior to cleanup at the
Site, the contaninated soil would have to be treated to these new |l evels. Although | ow tenperature therma
desorption is likely to neet the new |l evels for organic contam nants, treatnent |evels established for
arsenic could be a probl em because arsenic is not effectively renoved in the | ow tenperature therma
desorption process.

Cost

The cost of the revised cleanup plan is approxi mately $12, 000,000 while the present estimate of the cost
of the original cleanup plan is approximtely $22,500, 000.

St at e Accept ance

VDEQ served as the | ead agency for the Comonweal th of Virginia for the CERCLA response activities at
the Rentokil, Inc. Site. VDEQ has reviewed the renedial alternatives under consideration for the Site and
has provided EPA with technical and adm nistrative requirenents for the Commonweal th of Virginia. VDEQ has
revi ewed the anended ROD and concurs with the amendnent as di scussed bel ow.

Communi ty Accept ance

The Proposed Plan to Anend the ROD was rel eased on May 4, 1996 to solicit public comrent regarding the
proposed revised cleanup plan. At that tinme a 30-day comment period was opened. A public neeting on the
Proposed Plan was held on May 14, 1996 at the Henrico County Governnent Conplex. Al though coments were
raised at the public neeting, no objections were voiced. The coments are sunmarized in the Responsiveness
Sumary which is included in this ROD Anendnent. No witten comments were submitted to EPA during the public
comrent peri od.

G AVENDED REMEDY
Fol | owi ng revi ew and consideration of the information in the Administrative Record file, the
requi renents of CERCLA, the NCP, and public comment, EPA has selected the revised cleanup plan as the
sel ected renedy. Specifically, the selected renedy, which satisfies Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 89621

i ncl udes:

(1) Existing Structures



Denolition, decontam nation, and offsite disposal of the existing structures at the Site.
(2) Unlined Pond

Excavation and offsite incineration of approxinmately 70 cubic yards of KOOl waste (including onsite
dechlorination if the level of dioxins/furans in the waste woul d cause a violation of the
incinerator's RCRA permit if incinerated without prior treatnent).

Renoval and onsite carbon adsorption treatnment of the surface water in the unlined pond with
di scharge to North Run Creek; and closure of the unlined pond.

(3) Soil

Moverrent of Site surface soils (0-2 feet--approxi mately 7,200 cubic yards) which lie outside the
area to be capped, and which exceed any Site-specific cleanup level, to the area of the Site to be
capped (generally these soils occur in Wtlands A B, and O).

O fsite disposal of all drunms excavated fromthe Fill Area. Dewatering of contami nated soil in
Wetlands A, B, and C prior to excavation, and treatnent of the water in the onsite water treatmnment
systemprior to discharge to North Run Creek. The discharge of treated water will neet the
substantive requirements of a VPDES permt. Planting of excavated wetlands with wetland vegetation
as approved by EPA. Mtigation of wetland | oss due to capping with creation of wetlands of equal or
better value as approved by EPA

(4) Containment

Construction of a RCRA Subtitle C cap over the Site where the surface soil exceeds the Site-specific
cl eanup | evel s stated above and as far into the wetlands as possi bl e.

Construction of a slurry wall around the perineter of the cap. Construction of a dewatering system
inside of cap/slurry wall to produce an intragradient condition with onsite treatnment of ground
wat er by carbon adsorption and, if necessary, precipitation of netals; discharge of treated
ground water to North Run Creek;

(5) North Run Creek and Talley's Pond
Excavation and onsite disposal of sedinents in the oxbow of North Run Creek north of the Site.
Sanmpling of sedinents in Talley's Pond and sedi ments previously dredged by the owner of the Pond.
Excavation, treatnent, and offsite disposal of the sedinents in or previously dredged fromTalley's
Pond whi ch exceed the Site-specific cleanup goals.

(6) Institutional Controls

I npl emrent institutional controls to prohibit residential devel opment of the Site and use of ground
water at the Site.

(7) Gound Water Monitoring

Long-tem ground water nonitoring (at |east 3 years).

Per f or mance St andar ds

The sel ected remedy addresses all of the contaminated nedia at the Site. By instituting all of these
conponents, the Site risks will be reduced to within EPA's acceptable risk range. The perfornmance standards
for the major conponents of the selected remedy include the foll ow ng:

(1) Existing Structures
To reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the

exi sting structures on the Site, the concrete drip pad, holding pond, shop, office, and shed will
be denol i shed, cleaned of any residual soil, decontam nated, and di sposed of in accordance with



Part VIIl of the Virginia Solid Waste Managenent Regul ations (VSWWR) and as approved by EPA
Decont ami nati on and di sposal nust al so neet the requirenents of 40 CF. R Part 268. Waste water
generated during the decontam nation will be collected, treated and di scharged to North Run O eek.
The di scharge of treated water will meet the substantive requirements of a VPDES pernmit.

(2) Unlined Pond

To reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the
unl i ned pond, surface water in the pond will be renoved, treated, and di scharged to North Run
Creek. dosure and post closure of the unlined pond will be performed in accordance with the
VHWR. The discharge of treated water fromthe unlined pond will neet the substantive requirenents
of a VPDES pernit.

To reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the
K001 waste, approximately 70 cubic yards of KOOl waste will be excavated fromthe unlined pond and
incinerated (the Best Denonstrated Avail abl e Technol ogy for KOOl waste) at an offsite facility
approved by EPA and operating in accordance with, anong other things, 40 CF. R Part 264, Subpart
O If the level of dioxins/furans in the KOO1 waste exceeds the | evel which the incinerator is
permtted to accept, the KOOl waste will be dechlorinated onsite to bring the |evel of

di oxi ns/furans down to a level at or below that specified in the incinerator's permt prior to

shi pnent .

(3) Soil

To reduce the risk to hunman health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the
surface soil in areas beyond the extent of the cap that exceed the cleanup levels of 5.1 ny/kg
carci nogeni ¢ PAHs, 48 ng/ kg PCP, or 33 ng/kg arsenic, approxinately 7,200 cubic yards of soil wll
be noved to the area to be capped prior to construction of the cap. Excavated wetlands will be
restored to the appropriate contours and revegetated with a diverse community of indi genous species
as approved by EPA

(4) Contai nment

To reduce the risk to hunman health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the
surface soil at the Site, a cap will be constructed over a portion of the Site which neets the
requirenents of RCRA Subtitle C, and regul ati ons promnul gated thereunder, particularly the closure
requirenents at 40 C F. R Part 264, Subpart N. Because the soils in areas with the highest |evels
of contam nati on woul d renmai n under the cap, the design and construction of any planned devel opnent
of the Site nmust be incorporated into the design and construction of the cap to prevent exposure to
these soils. The cap will be approximately 11.5 acres in size. The cap is not expected to cover
all of the contam nated portions of Wetlands A, B, and C  The |l oss of wetlands through capping
will be mtigated by the creation of wetlands of equal or better value. Al wetland restoration
and nonitoring nust be approved of by EPA

To reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to the
m gration of ground water fromthe Site, a slurry wall will be constructed around the perineter of
the cap and a dewatering systemw |l be constructed within the slurry wall to create an

intragradi ent condition. The dewatering systemw || consist of two vertical caissons constructed

the bedrock with horizontal laterals installed on top of the hardpan and on top of the bedrock.
Construction techniques will be inplemented to prevent the migration of ground water or DNAPLs
al ong the cai ssons through the hardpan. The horizontal laterals will be installed with clean
washed gravel or gravel packs. The ground water collected in the horizontal laterals will be
treated via carbon adsorption and, if necessary, precipitation of nmetals, prior to discharge to
North Run Creek. The ground water will be treated to conply with the substantive requirenments of a
VPDES permt for discharge to North Run Creek. The carbon fromthe carbon adsorption will be
regul ated at an offsite facility approved by EPA. Al sludges generated will be disposed of at an
offsite facility approved by EPA.

(5) North Run Creek and Talley's Pond
To reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways attributed to

sediments in the oxbow of North Run Creek north of the Site, sedinments exceeding the cleanup |evels
of 5.1 my/ kg carci nogenic PAHs, 48 nmg/ kg PCP, and/or 33 ng/kg arsenic will be noved to the area of



the Site to be capped.

To ascertain that the renedy is protective of human health and the environment, the sedinents in
Talley's Pond and the sedi ments that were previously dredged by the owner of Talley's Pond will be
sanpl ed to determ ne whether they exceed any cleanup levels for the Site. |If the sedinents

exceed a cleanup level (s), the sedinents will be excavated, treated, and disposed of at an offsite
facility approved of by EPA

(6) Institutional Controls

To restrict access to the soil at the Site, institutional controls prohibiting residential
devel opnent at the Site will be inplenented.

To restrict access to the contaninated ground water under the Site, institutional controls
prohi biting use of the ground water will be inplenented.

(7) Gound Water Monitoring

To determine if MCLs are being net at the boundary of the Site, |ong-termground water nonitoring
will be performed for at least thirty years. The ground water nonitoring will include sanpling for
arsenic, chrom um copper, zinc, PAHs, and PCP. The appropriate nunmber and | ocation of the
nmonitoring wells will be determ ned during the design phase.

EPA may nodify or refine the selected remedy during the renedi al design and construction. Such
nodi fications or refinenents, if any, would generally reflect results of the engineering design process.

H. DOCUMENTATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan, which identified the revised cleanup plan as EPA's preferred alternative for the
Site, was released for public comment on May 4, 1996. EPA has reviewed the verbal comrents expressed at the
May 14, 1996 public neeting (no witten comrents were subnmitted to EPA during the 30-day public commrent

peri od whi ch ended June 4, 1996) and determi ned that no significant change to the renedy identified in the
Proposed Plan is necessary.



RENTCKIL, INC. SITE
HENRI CO COUNTY, VIRG N A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
August 1996

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmary docunents public concerns and comments expressed during the public coment
period. The Summary al so provi des EPA's responses to those comments. The information
is organi zed as follows:

Overvi ew

Summrary of Comments and Questions Expressed During Public Meeting and EPA Responses
l. Overvi ew

The 30-day public comment period for the anended renedy for the Rentokil, Inc. Site began on May 4, 1996
and ended on June 4, 1996. To facilitate comrenting, EPA held a public neeting at the Board of Supervisors
Board Room at the Henrico County Covernment Conplex on May 14, 1996.

At the neeting, EPA discussed the ground water nodeling performed for the Site as part of the Val ue
Engi neering anal ysis during the design phase. EPA also presented the Proposed Plan for deleting treatnent of
"hot spots"” at the Site. EPA explained that the ground water nodeling indicated that the "hot spots”
treatnent had virtually no inpact on the ground water contam nation at the Site. EPA also explained that the
remai nder of the previously selected renmedy woul d be inplenented as originally planned, including:

denolition of existing structures on the Site;

removal of the unlined pond,;

drum di sposal ;

soi|l consolidation prior to capping;

construction of multilayer cap, slurry wall, and dewatering system
sedi nent excavation and di sposal ;

institutional controls; and

| ong-term ground water nonitoring.

The May 14, 1996 public meeting al so provided the opportunity for the public to ask questions and
express opinions and concerns. During the neeting, residents expressed concerns on the limts of sanpling
down streamof the Site, the depth and width of the slurry wall, the possibility of re-use of the Site,

t he capping of wells where public water was installed, the length of nonitoring the ground water at the Site,

and who is responsible to pay for the cleanup of the Site.

The comments and questions expressed during that neeting and EPA s responses to those comments and questions
are described in the follow ng sumary.

Il. Summary of Comments and Questions Expressed During Public Meeting and EPA's Responses

Questions presented at the May 14, 1996 public meeting are summarized briefly in this section and are grouped
according to subject. The EPA response foll ows each question presented.

1. Avresident asked if the sedinments in the wetland on the other side of Ackley Avenue and down stream of
the wetland were sanpled for contamnation fromthe Site.

EPA Response: The wetland on the other side of Ackley Avenue and the down stream areas were not sanpled for
the reason indicated below. As shown on Figure 1, Wetland Cis |located at the southwest corner of Ackley
Avenue and Peyton Street, across Peyton Street fromWtland B. The wetland the resident refers to

is at the southeast corner of Ackley Avenue and Peyton Street, across fromWtland C Wtlands B and C are



connected by two 18" culverts under Peyton Street. Surface runoff discharges fromthe Site thr6ugh a ditch
to Wetland B, where it is retained and discharges to wetland C when flow is high. D tches have been
artificially cut into Wtland C approxi mately 60 feet south of the outlet of each culvert. A ditch parallel
to the south side of Peyton Street carries runoff fromWtland Cto the east and ultimately to a 24" cul vert
under Ackl ey Avenue. Because the invert of the 24" culvert is about 2 feet above the flow line of the south
ditch and the nornmal el evation of Wetland C, Site-related runoff waters are retained within Wtland C
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2. Aresident asked if the slurry wall proposed to be constructed at the perineter of the Site would be
25-f oot deep.

EPA Response: The slurry wall will be keyed into the granite bedrock, which varies between 25 to 30 feet
deep.

3. A resident asked how do we know that contami nation will not escape through the slurry wall.

EPA Response: Based on actual treatability testing of the Site soil with different types of bentonite,
permeabilities in the 10-7 to 10-8 cnisec range can be achieved. Also, once the area within the slurry wall
and cap is drained, an inward gradient of ground water will be created. At that tine, the level of ground
water in the area outside the slurry wall will be higher than the level within the slurry wall. As such, any
flow of ground water through the slurry wall would be into the slurry well/cap area rather than to the
outlying aquifer.

4. A resident asked what happens to the soil that is excavated to install the slurry wall.
EPA Response: Mbost of the excavated soil fromthe slurry wall trench will be used to formthe slurry wall.
The slurry wall mix contains only 1% bentonite. |If there are any soils remaining after construction of the

slurry wall, they will also be consolidated onto the surface of the Site prior to construction of the cap.

5. A resident asked how long will the site remain contam nated.

EPA Response: It is conceivable that the organic contam nation (i.e., pentachl orophenol as well as the PAHs
associated with creosote), wll biodegrade over time. |In addition some scientists theorize that DNAPLs nove
nore freely when they are taken out of the water phase, such as what will occur when the

dewat ering systemlowers the ground water level within the area of the slurry well and cap. |f the DNAPLs do

nove nore freely, a substantial anount of contamination will be collected in the dewatering system The
inorganic contanmination (i e., arsenic, copper, chromium and zinc associated with the CCA and CZA

treatment sol utions) night never be renoved since they do not biodegrade and they tend to strongly adhere to
soil particles. Although the purpose of this ROD Anendnent is to delete treatnment of the "hot spots", EPA
believes the Site would remain contam nated for just as long as under the original ROD since the

original ROD also did not include treatnent of all of the soils at the Site.

6. Aresident asked if it will be safe to allow people to work at the Site after renediation is conpl et ed.

EPA Response: It will be safe for people to work at the Site after the cap is constructed since the cap will
prevent direct exposure to the Site contam nants.

7. A resident asked whether the $10, 500, 000 difference between the cost of the original cleanup plan and the
cost of this revised cleanup plan is due entirely to the excavation and treatnent of the "hot spots."

EPA Response: Mbst of the cost difference is associated with excavation, sanpling, and staging the "hot
spot" still requiring treatnment. At the tine of the original ROD, the anpbunt of soil requiring treatnent was
estimated to be 5,150 cubic yards. Based on nore precise nmeasurenents during the design, that anount had
increased to 12,000 cubic yards. Another large portion of the cost difference is the cost of treating
surface water during renediation. 1t should be noted that the cost of treating surface water during

remedi ati on was not included in the original cost estinate.

8. A resident asked whether their domestic wells should be abandoned where public water was nade avail abl e.
EPA Response: Since the ground water contam nation did not reach these wells, there is no reason to abandon

these wells. However, the nmonitoring wells installed during the investigation of the Site should be
abandoned i n accordance with Henrico County requiremnents.



9. A resident asked how additions/ nodifications or new construction is handl ed

EPA Response: Rentokil, Inc. is legally responsible to maintain the integrity of the cap. Since
contamination will remain at the Site after renmediation is conplete, a review of the Site will be
perforned at | east every five years to deternine if the remedy is still protective of human health and the
environnent. This will include a review of whether the cap is still being maintained

10. A resident asked who will make sure the contam nation is still being contained at the Site

EPA Response: As stated in the response to Nunber 9 above, a review of the Site will be perforned at |east
every five years to assure that the remedial action renains protective of human health and the environnent,
i ncludi ng whether the cap is being maintained. An analysis of whether the ground water

contanmi nation is being contained will be part of this review

11. A resident asked why the |long-termground water nonitoring extends for only for 30 years

EPA Response: The original ROD actually states that the | ong-termground water nonitoring shall be performed
for at least 30 years. The period over which a remedial action requires maintenance and/ or operation (the
period of performance) is an inportant factor in present worth analyses. It is EPA policy

that the period of performance for renedial action alternatives requiring perpetual care should not be costed
beyond thirty years. Therefore, the 30-year period is the time frame EPA uses in order to conpare differing
renmedi al alternatives to cleanup Superfund sites.

As stated in the response to Nunber 9 above, a review of the Site will be perfornmed at |east every five years
to assure that the renedial action renains protective of human health and the environnent. In accordance
with Paragraph | X of the Consent Decree between EPA and Virginia Properties, Inc. (VPl), VPl shall conduct
any studies and investigations as requested by EPA in order to permt EPA to conduct reviews at |east evary
five years. Further, the Consent Decree states that if the Regional Administrator, EPA Region IIl, or his/her
del egate deternines that information received, in whole or in part, during the review conducted indicates
that the Renedial Action is not protective of human health and the environment, VPl shall undertake any
further response actions EPA has deternined are appropriate and that are not barred by the Covenant Not to
Sue. Should EPA determine that the remedy selected for the Site is no |onger protective of human health and
the environnent, EPA shall direct VPl to perform additional response actions.

12. A resident asked who is responsible for the Site contam nants after the buil dings have outlasted their
| ongevity?

EDA Response: As a requirenent of the Consent Decree, VPl shall record a certified copy of the Consent
Decree with the Recorder's Ofice (or Register of Deeds or other appropriate office), Henrico County,
Virginia. Thereafter, each deed, title, or other instrunent of conveyance for property included in the Site
shall contain a notice stating that the property is subject to this Consent Decree...and shall reference the
recorded | ocation of the Consent Decree and any restrictions applicable to the property

under this Consent Decree. The obligations of VPI with respect to the provision of access and the

i npl enentation of institutional controls shall be binding upon VPI and any and all persons who subsequently
acqui re such interest

13. A resident asked whether the ground water contam nants woul d nove while the slurry wall is being
const ruct ed.

EPA Response: Contam nant novenent has been slowto date and it is unlikely that contam nants woul d nove
beyond their present |ocation because of construction of the slurry wall. Construction of a slurry wall is a
very dynanic operation. Asthe trench is being excavated, the previously excavated soil is being mxed with
bentonite, tested, and then re-deposited back into the trench. Testing of the m xture of soil and bentonite
must be done prior to re-depositing back into the trench to make sure the mixture nmeets or exceeds the
performance standards of permeability. As a precaution, ground water nonitoring is

perforned during the construction of the entire remedy to nmonitor for accel erated novenment of the ground

wat er pl une.

14. A resident asked whether Henrico County taxpayers are paying for the Site cleanup

EPA Response: Through the Consent Decree between EPA and VPI, VPl agreed to pay all costs associated with
the Site cleanup including the construction costs, the engineering costs, and the oversight costs incurred by



EPA, their contractors, and VDEQ

15. A resident made a comment that she supported the idea of re-using the Site by constructing buildings on
top of the cap which could generate both jobs and tax revenues for Henrico County.

EPA Response: Comment not ed.



